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First, Co-Registrant and Co-Defendanigeé Games, Inc. (“Edge”) notes that the
attachment exhibited as “Exhibit A” to Petitiers’ and Co-DefendaRuture’s (collectively
“Respondents”) Opposition is not date stamped (ibisa conformed copy) and thus there is no
evidence before the Board that such a “Motion ttk&t has actually been filed with the District
Court. Despite there being a e reference to a filing date jghs not written by the court,
and Edge thus presumes this Exhibit A is riyeaedraft by Mr. Kliegeiof a motion his client,
Electronic Arts, Inc., may be contemplatinighy on the date referenced, but which has not
actually filed.

Certainly, Edge has not been served with such motion (as is required by the court at
the time of filing such a motion), nor has Edmen copied with any such motion by Mr Klieger
or the Petitioners themselves even as atesymon-service copy, whidurther suggests the
exhibited Motion to Strike is merely at best aftlcopy that has not actyabeen filed with the
District Court. In addition, theris no proof of service on Edgésuch a Motion to Strike in
Exhibit A, which further indicates that the extils merely a draft document, not a motion that
has actually been filed with the court gimdperly served on the other party or its
representatives. Accordingly, the absence of any proof ttstch a Motion to Strike has
actually been filed and properlyrsed, the Board should ignoreetlexhibit and assume there is
no such Motion to Strike.

We note that Respondents once again pmihthat the Board only permitted Edge 20
days to file a motion with the District Courtes@éng reconsideration, reaiv or modification of
the final judgment. As we have previouslgtsd, 20 days was an extremely unfairly short
amount of time for the Board to give Edge tentfy legal counsel and @pare and file such a
document with the District CourfEurther, we have previoustyated (with relevant supporting

case law) that where a court or@evoid on its face (as here), ocennot file a motion with the
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court for reconsideration, review or modificatiof a void final judgment. At the most all one
can do where a final judgment is void idite a motion under FRCP 60(b)(4), and thus
consequently it was legally impossible for Edgad¢bwithin the 20 days given by the Board, or
at all, since what the Board reced Edge to show proof of dgy within 20 days simply cannot
be done by anyone in a circumstance suchiasuere a final order is void on its face.

Further, as previously explained, 20 desss not sufficient for Edge to even gain
legal advice as to what action tieegiven it is not legally possibte file for relief with a court
from a void order by filing a motion for reconsration, review or modification. Even now, the
legal advice given to Edge by higtgxperienced trial and appellattorneys is that what Edge
felt forced to do in filing the motion under FRCP 16)34) is not appropriate in a situation such
as this where a final order is vaid its face, and entirely void (not justrguably partially void).
Motions under this FRCP 60, Edge is adviseddth counsel and by thaistrict Court Clerk,
should be filed only when a final orderstentially void, orpotentially void in part but not
whole and should not be filed wieeain order is void on its face. Thus while Edge felt the Board
had given it no choice by its ordether than to file a motion Eddied it since the Board gave it
no alternative other than to do solase these proceedings unfairly.

Regardless of when filed,gfoutcome of the motion wilave a direct bearing on
these proceedings: put simply, if the Districtu@ayrants Edge’s Motion to confirm the final
judgment as void then these proceedings should clearly be terminated in Edge’s favor. It would
thus be unjust, and unfair, for the Board to ieate these proceedingsdarule against Edge for
simply failing to file with the District Court ithin the 20 days indicated. Edge thus respectfully
repeats its request that the Board be flexiblésopreviously indicate@0 days and grant Edge
an extension to the date it filehe motion, or to such date as is necessary to gain the court’s

ruling on the issue of éhfinal order being void.
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As to Respondent’s repeated assertionHagte could not file the Motion before the
District Court in pro se, we respond that theu@ clearly accepted the tan as valid since we
have provided proof of its filing and acceptantéhe form of the conformed copy. The Court
Clerk always checks each filed motion for validayd if Edge could notalidly file the motion
in pro se then the court would have rejectenhd refused to procegsFurther, again, we
confirm that the District Court €tk specifically confirmed to Edghat it may file the motion in
pro se, it only must be legally represented for actual appearance befdhe Judge in court.
And as we have stated before, Edge will ipesented by counsel at the hearing of the motion.
If need be, Edge’s counsel will ask the cdartonsider the motiofiled by counsel, or if
required will re-file the motion as Edge’s coehwith leave of the court to do so. In the
hopefully unlikely event the court asks that thetion be re-filed by Edge’s counsel, then it will
be promptly re-filed and Edge’s counsel vailk that the hearing of the motion go ahead as
scheduled.

The Board should thus please disregard Respondent’s arguments in opposition, disregard
its Exhibit A, and permit these proceedings testaged pending the aame of the District
Court hearing the Motion to deethme original final order as void.

Date: July 6, 2012 Respectfully submitted,

Dr. Tim Langdell, CEO

BEDGE Games, Inc.
Co-Registranh Pro Se
530SouthLake Avenue, 171
Pasaden&A 91101
Telephone6264494334
Facsimile626844 4334
Email:ttab@edgegames.com
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Certificate of Service

In accordance with Rule 2.105(a) of the Trademark Rules of Practice, as
amended, it is hereby certified that a tcopy of the foregoing Co-Defendant Edge
Games Inc’s Reply to Petitioners’ and Co-@&lant Future’s Joint Opposition to Edge
Games’ Request For Stay Pending Outcomdation Before Civil Court was served on
the following parties of record, by depositingraain the U.S. Malil, first class postage
prepaid, this 6 day of July, 2012:

Robert N. Phillips

Reed Smith LLP

101 Second Street, Suite 1800
San Francisco, CA 94105-3659

Vineeta Gajwani

Electronic Arts, Inc.

209 Redwood Shores Parkway
Redwood City, CA 94065

Cheri Langd



